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Applicant and the undersigned would like to thank the Examiner for his efforts in 
*e e JLtion of this applica«on, and especially for «,e courtesy and helpfulness dunng 
tt,e Examiner Interview. Reconsideration Is respectful^ requested. 

1. BeiecM.nn of ni^inw 4 . S. »^ « -10 """t 3S USC 102 (b) 

" The E«miner has agreed in the Examiner Interview that Claims 4. 5, and 8-10 
indeed distinguish over Bills etal. (U.S. Pat. No. 4.807,586). 

AS has been stated eariier. Bllle '586 does not teach the physical spread.ng of the 
Shot pattern in or^er to eliminate the plume effect. In fact, Biile 'SSe teaches *at w«h 
ultrashortpulsesthe plume effeCis neflligible. In addWon, Billa-686 states, atco 5 lines 
40^ that -Although the duration 14 of each emission 10 is very short and will have a 
minimal effect on peripheral tissue, an apparently random firing order is established ,n 
order to insum the peripheral effects of the laser beam on tissue area 18 are. ,n fact, 
minimized.- Further, at col. 5, lines 47-53. Bllle '586 states that 'the various spots 22 can 
be recdlinearly or curvllineariy arranged and that the quasi^ntinuous beam can thereby 
be used as a means for making an incision into the tissue. Since each emission 10 will 
have only minimal, if any. effect on peripheral tissue, the emissions 10 can be focused ,n 
a side-by-side manner when linear incisions are to be made in the tissue. 

The invention as claimed recites the step of "spacing the center point of the first 
lasershotapartfromthecenter point of the second lasershcf so thatany plume of ablated 

matanai caused by the flrst laser shot will no. substantially interfere with .he second laser 
shofs ablation of the corneal surface" [Claim 4. with analogous language In Claims 5 and 
8-10] TherefoiB, the pattem cannot be either 'random- or -side^y-side-. 

■ Thus Claims 4. 5. and 8-10 are believed to patentably define over the cited art. 

„ pri-^- ^' q pin..-. 1-3. e. and 7 un Hw 3S USC 103(at 

" The Examiner has agreed in the Examiner Interview that Claims 1-3. 6, and 7 are 
not obvious under 35 USD 103(a) over Bille '586 in combination with Warner et al. (U.S. 
Pal No. 4.903,695). 
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This rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 1 recites the step of: "spacing the 
center pointofeachla.ershotapartintimeordistance from the center point ofaprevicus 

laser Shot so that any plume of ablated material caused by theprevious,asershotw.il not 
substantially interfere with any subsequent laser shot's ablation of the corneal surface . 
Claim 2 recrte. the step, of: "spadng the center point of the f.rst laser shot apart from he 
center point of the second laser shot so that any plume of ablated material caused by the 
first laser shot will not substantially interfere with the second laser shot's ablation of the 
corneal surface" and "spacing the center point of the third laser shot apart from the center 
points of the first laser shot and the second laser shot so that any plume of ablated 
material caused by the first laser shot or by the second laser shot will not substantially 
interfercwiththethirdlasershofsablationofthecomealsurface". Claim 3 recites the step 
of "spacing the center point of each laser shot apart in time or distance from the center 
point of a previous laser shot so that any plume of ablated material caused by the previous 
laser shot will not substantially interfere wrth any subsequent laser shot's ablation of the 
corneal surface". Claims 6 and 7 recite the step of: "spacing the first laser shot apart m 
time from the second laser shot so that any plume of ablated material caused by the first 
laser shot will not substantially interfere with the second laser shofs ablation of the corneal 
surface". 

As stated above, Bille '586 does notteach the physical spreading of the shot pattem 
in order to eliminate the plume effect, but does teach an apparently random firing order or 
a focusing of emissions in a side^by-side manner when linear incisions are to be made in 
sue. 

Therefore, it is believed that Claims 1-3, 6, and 7 patentably define over the cited 



the tissue 
art 



IIL Mow Ti^rminal pi^ntaimer and Asftociate Power of Attorney 

The Examiner, in a telephone conference held April 23. 2003. correctly pointed out 
that the originally filed Revocation contained an incorrect Registration Number for the 
undersigned. 
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Therefore, a new Terminal Disclaimer and an Associate Power of Attorney naming 
the undersigned, signed by Carl Napolitano. are enclosed herewith. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that the above remart« place this application in a 
cond2^~<^,andpassagetoissueisrespectful,ysol,cited.T.eApp,,ca„tsa^^^^ 

::ulrs,nod would llKetoagaintnanK the E=<amlne.,o..s efforts in the e«^^^^^ 
ofthls application andfor,econs.dera.ionofthec,aimsinlightof*earguments presented 

f,.eJher prosecution oftheapplication can be fa^iitated through telephone 
between the Examiner and the undersigned, the Examiner is requested to telephone the 
undersigned at the Examiner's convenience. 

Respectfully submitted, 




^Jacijueline E. Hartt, Ph.D. 
Reg. No. 37,845 _ _ . 

ALLEN. DYER, DOPPELT. MlLBRATH & GlLCHRlST. P.A. 

255 South Orange Avenue, Suite 1401 
P.O. Box 3791 
Orlando. Florida 32802 
(407) 841-2330 
Agent for Applicant 

f>FPTiPir ATF OF FACSH"" ■= TRANSMISSION 

, hereby certify that the foregoing is being ^-'^ve^^ ^7^0^746 '^37?^^^^^^^^ 
Examiner David M. Shay. Group Art Unit 3739. fax number V703-746-3377, th,s 24 day 

of April. 2003. 

Lynn^tte Dewitz \^ 
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